


Executive Summary

TANK WAS™E R IATICY SYSTEM ™" SHOP

The Tank Waste Remediation System (. WRS) at Hanford was the focus of the Board’s two-day
meeting. After the Board identified TWRS as an urgent cleanup issue for 1998, an ad hoc group
designed a workshop to educate Board members on the TWRS program, balancing the need to
have a common level of understanding about the program without overwhelming members with
too much information at one time. The objective of the workshop was to determine what issues
relating to TWRS the Board needs to explore over the coming year, why they should be
addressed, and how they will be addressed. The Board heard presentations on and discussed the
history of the tank waste program, alternative perceptions of TWRS strategies, the overall
structure of TWRS, and the 60-day review of TWRS program management. More detailed
information was also provided on waste characterization, interim stabilization, safety issue

resolution, and preparations to retrieve tank wastes, store vitrified high-activity waste, and
dispose of vitrified low-activity waste.

Following discussion of the various aspects of the TWRS program, the Board designated a sub-
group to draft a statement outlining the critical need for treatment capability for tank wastes at
Hanford. This statement will be sent to the Secretary of Energy, the northwest Congressional

delegation, and the Governors of Washington and Oregon along with signatures from Board
members.

PR( sET DEVELOPMENT

The ons for FY98, FY99, and FY2000 were reviewed. The overall
Han vas increased primarily due to TWRS privatization. The
Env gram is funded at $1.114 billion and privatization was increased
fron 330 million in FY99. The remainder of the funding allocation to
Han arily for national laboratory work such as fissile and nuclear
enel rest National Laboratories. The funding for the Fast Flux Test
Fac m the Nuclear Energy program; both the workscope and funding

were moved to that program. Also, $20 million was added to the FY99 budget from Defense
Programs to fund stabilization of nuclear facilities. Most of the cleanup funding remains level
for FY99. The involvement of regulators and stakeholders in the FY2000 budget development
process has begun. DOE-RL is assuming that the target funding level will be about the same as
FY99. A public meeting will be held February 26 on the Integrated Priority list and it will be
submitted to DOE-HQ on April 15. The Dollars and Sense Committee will be meeting to
identify issues and discuss committee input to the process.

The Board reviewed and approved a letter regarding its position on funding medical monitoring
of downwinders by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry. The letter clarified

the Board’s support for medical monitoring and its objection to use of clean up funds as the
source of money for this.
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD
—*--d Meeting Summary

February 5-6, 1998
Seattle, Washington

This is only a summary of issues and actions in this meeting. It may not represent the fullness of
ideas discussed or opinions given, and should not be used as a substitute for actual public
involvement or public comment on any particular topic unless specifically identified as such.

Thursday, February 5, 1998

The meeting was cailed to order by Chair Merilyn Reeves, Oregon League of Women Voters
(Public-at-Large). The meeting was open to the public. Four public comment periods were

provided at 11:45 a.m. on Thursday and Friday, at 4:45 p.m. on Thursday, and at 4:00 p.m. on
Friday.

Members present are listed in Attachment I, as are members of the public and others attending.
Board seats not represented were: Charles Kilbury, City of Pasco (Local Government), Jim
Watts, Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council (Hanford Work Force), Richard Berglund, Central
Washington Building Trades (Hanford Work Force), Rick Leaumont, Lower Columbia Basin

Audubon Society (Local Government), Dan Landeen, Nez Perce Tribe (Tribal Government), and
James Cochran, Washington State University (University).

Announcements Made Throughout the Meeting

[Items are listed in chronological order, rather than the order made. Announcements with no
dates are listed last.]

e The Board now has a web page on the Internet. Its address is:
http://www.hanford.gov/boards/hab/index.htm

AGENDA ITEM #1: WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS

Merilyn Reeves, Chair, noted that at this time four years ago, the Hanford Advisory Board was
holding its first meeting. While the past year has been stressful for the Board because of the
I itonium Reclamation Facility (PRF) accident, spent fuel removal challenges, and lack of
funding for tank waste retrieval, it is important to remember the successes and impact of the
Board’s advice over the past four years and focus on how cleanup can move forward.

Merilyn introduced members of the Idaho Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) who were in
attendance. Chuck Rice, Chair, introduced himself and said the Idaho CAB was convened
approximately four months after the Hanford Advisory Board and with the exception of the
Shoshone Band Tribes, Idaho CAB members do not represent organizations, but rather
perspectives. The Idaho CAB has an open invitation from the site manager to examine any area
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evaluation of itself and will have it peer reviewed. Jackson Kinzer, DOE, added that the
readiness tc __oceec __port is being reviewed by DOE and the agency is on the verge of i la
report as to its acceptance of that report. Greg deBruler also questioned how DOE is trying to
prove that there is not a problem with organics or ferrocyanides. Jon responded that DOE has
objectively looked to see whether organics are a safety concern. Data suggest that organics have
changed to shorter molecules and no longer pose a safety threat. Once all the data are
consolidated, they will be sent to scientific experts for their concurrence. Ken Bracken, Benton
County (Local Government Interests), questioned how much funding is required for the final
safety analysis report. Jon Peschong responded that $7 million is needed, however, preliminary
inc :ations are that it is not available for FY99. Gerry Pollet, Heart of America Northwest,
(Regional Citizen, Environmental, and Public Interest Organizations) raised his concern that
while the 60-day review of the TWRS program management says senior management has failed
to respond to safety issues, is working outside of the safety authorization, and fails to respond to
critiques of the program. DOE is not changing the management. If the same managers remain in
the program, the culture does not change; current managers must be held accountable.

Catherine O’Neill, resident of Olympia, spoke to the Board regarding the transportation of waste
into Hanford from other waste generating facilities for treatment and disposal. Concerns that

must be addressed if this occurs include protection against espionage activities and exposure
from shipments to nearby vehicles and residents.

AGENDA ITEM #3: TANK WASTE REMEDIATION SYSTEM WORKSHOP
(CONTINUED)

Safe Storage

Fran Deloizer, Lockheed Martin Hanford, presented information to the Board on safe storage of
tanks at Hanford. Operations at the tanks include surveillance and monitoring, liquid removal,
waste receipts, waste volume management, sampling and characterization, and waste transfers.
In the double shell tanks, leak detection is accomplished by monitoring the space between the
two shells as well as continued air monitoring. There has never been a leak in the double shell
tanks. Forty eight single shell tanks are monitored each week; forty one tanks have various types
of instruments already in them. Approximately a month ago, an anomaly occurred in SX-104
which was noticed through data from the liquid observation well. Some tanks no longer require
monitoring because there is not enough waste in them. For thirteen of the eighteen tank farms,
instruments in the tanks provide continuous monitoring; for the remaining five, monitoring is
accomplished by hand. Twenty eight tanks have continuous standard hydrogen monitoring
systems to watch for flammable gas. While flammability of hydrogen is a concern, there has
never been an occurrence of more than 25 percent of the 4 percent flammability required to ignite

the hydrogen. Flammable gas monitors are also installed during salt well pumping and some
characterization activities.
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Ecology has seen slow progress towards interim stabilization. The original milestone was set to
r___ve all liquids out of single shell tanks by 1995, but flammable gas posed significant enough
danger so the milestone was moved to 2000. Now, there are discussions that there will be a 3 to
5 year delay in finishing this project. The second area of concern is the need for a safety plan

embedded in each one of the line projects. Safety planning should be managed as part of the
project.

Waste Disposal

Fran Deloizer spoke to the Board on waste disposal within the TWRS program. The program
has an authorization basis, unique to the nuclear industry, which is structured as an envelope for
the program to operate under. To develop the authorization basis, tank farm operations are
reviewed for what hazards and accidents could occur and the consequences of those to both the
public and workers. If it is assumed that those risks should not be present, controls are placed on
the facilities to bring them into the operating guidelines. Controls may be physical,
instrumentation, alarms, equipment, administrative actions, or procedures. For every activity
performed in the tank farms, an Unreviewed Safety Question (USQ) screen is performed which
includes qu  ioms, such asistl facility within an author  tion basis, is a change being made to
the authorization basis, is there an impact to an administrative control, and does the authorization
basis cover this change. If any of the questions are answered either with a yes or maybe, then a
higher level of detail is required and the contractor must determine whether the activity should be
changed or a request should go to DOE to change the authorization basis. Every USQ is
independently validated. Between 1,000 and 1,500 USQ screens are performed each year and
approximately 100 are seen as requiring additional information. After the second screen, 25
remained and in only 2 instances did the contractors not change the way the work was being
done. In the 2 cases, the contractors declared there was an USQ), the justification was approved,
and it became part of the license and authorization basis.

Within a month of taking over the tank farms, Lockheed Martin Hanford (LMH) produced the
TWRS zero level logic. It takes the existing conditions of the tank farms and determines how
they fit together to meet the schedule of providing waste to the privatization contractors. LMH
looked at the existing waste and found 12 double shell tanks and 1 single shell tank that were
believed to contain the right characteristics of waste to give to the privatization contractors. The
configuration needed to transfer the waste, such as transfer lines, pumps, pits, instrumentation,
and mixer pumps in tanks, was determined. Also, the construction projects were identified and
scheduled. The logic went down to the level of what needed to occur for a single tank. Fran
provided the Board with additional documents which plan how each process will work in order
to successfully retrieve waste for the privatization contractors. She said if the Board believes that
LMH knows what to do to be ready for the vitrification of wastes, then there should be a united

front to Congress and DOE that the contractor understands what it is doing and that the funds
should be authorized for the project.

Suzanne Dahl presented Ecology’s perspective on TWRS waste disposal activities. There are
three kinds of tanks: (1) tanks that have leaked, (2) tanks that will leak again, (3) and tanks that
have not leaked but will leak. There are two kinds of waste: (1) waste in the tanks and (2) waste
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Bob Larson, Benton-Franklin Regional Council (Local Government Interests), questioned why,
if the five tanks being pumped this year are leaking, an emergency state to pump has not been
declared. Fran responded that one of the tanks being pumped this year was declared to be
leaking years ago, but has not leaked recently. SY-104 is still under investigation, but it appears
the tank is stable with little standing liquid. The dry wells surrounding the single shell tank have
been relogged and no change in contamination since 1980 has been seen. Some of the
fluctuations in waste levels that have been observed may be due to changes in atmospheric
pressure. Tom Engel questioned how much hydrogen gas is present in SY-104. Fran responded
that she will have to find an exact answer, however, it is not a high bearing tank and the
hydrogen gas that does come out is not burping or coming out in amounts that might be

dangerous. Wayne Martin questioned whether waiting for the tank level results to be 3 standard
deviations from the norm does not allow slow leaks to occur.

Tom Carpenter questioned what has been the reaction from the 60-day TWRS management
review recommendation that said push mode core sampling has been conducted many times
outside the authorization basis. Fran responded that the Basis for Interim Operations is only one
part of the total authorization basis, and that within other documents, the push core sampling is
« 1dv  :d within the auth ionb: s. Tc a twl 1 5be  the effect of en
pipefitters who raised safety concerns, were laid off, and were subjects of retaliation, throughout
the rest of the workforce. Fran clarified that the seven workers who were laid off were Fluor
Daniel Northwest employees. In May 1997, Fran noted that several occurrences had been noted
in Fluor Daniel Northwest’s performance where LMH rules were not being met. This situation
has been rectified and she is happy with the current performance of the company. Within LMH,
there is an open door policy for all workers to talk about safety and t] job environment.

Ken Bracken thanked Fran Deloizer for presenting detailed information on the tank farm
operations and providing the Board with an understanding of what work is required to maintain

the farms. Tom Engel questioned whether the 1,500 employees on the tank farms are all required
and whether there might be duplication of efforts.

Merilyn Reeves asked whether the 60 tanks identified as empty are really empty. Fran responded
that those 60 tanks do not contain any liquids, but are still full of salt cake. There are 60 tanks
with less than a foot of liquid in them. Merilyn also asked what risks are posed by the
miscellaneous underground storage tanks (MUSTs) mentioned in previous presentations. Mike
Paines, LMH, responded that the TWRS program is responsible for 46 MUSTs. Twelve are
active tanks which are still in use, the remaining are inactive and hold less than 2,000 gallons of
waste. There are plans to characterize all the waste in the MUSTs; however, this is a lesser
priority than the single and double shell tanks. The tank within the Plutonium Finishing Plant is
under the responsibility of the building management, but TWRS will assist in sampling the tank.
Fran added that information on all the tanks, including MUSTs, have been provided to the
regulators and they have been assigned to the responsibility of a specific program.

Todd Martin noted that the staff levels on the tank farms are an important point for the Board to
examine because they relate to efficient and effective spending of money. The Board has issued
advice on this topic before and requested an evaluation of sta...ug- levels within the operations
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waste to the contractors are at an 80 percent confidence level. In terms of actually getting the
correct waste to the vendors, DOE believes it is close to 100 percent possible. If the was in the
staging tanks does not meet specifications, it can be blended to the right levels. Fran added that
she is close to 100 percent confident that the waste will be within the characteristics already
agreed to and she is 80 percent confident that the entire retrieval process will be a success. When
LMH bids on a project, the company builds steps into the process which ensure that there is an

80 percent chance of making a profit. For example, DOE has assured LMH that it will not delay
the project on changes to certain authorization base.

Betty Tabbutt, League of Women Voters (Regional Citizen, Environmental, and Public Interest
Organizations), asked what steps are being taken to ensure that the second batch of waste to go to
the privatization contractors will be ready on time. Also, what will happen if waste does not meet
the requirements of the privatization contractors and there is no waste to mix it with in order to
meet those requirements. Fran responded that the logic developed by LMH describes 4 waste
envelopes with varying amounts of contamination. If the contractors can treat those 4 envelopes,
they will have trea 195 percent of the types of waste in the tanks. The 12 double shell t: *
and 1 single shell tank are the easiest to retrieve and have the most mixture of waste.

Tom Engel questioned whether there is any investigation on the use of subsurface barriers to -
prevent further contamination of the soil and groundwater around the single shell tanks. Fran
responded that not to her knowledge is any such investigations occurring. Tom noted that in the
draft TWRS EIS, it was reported that retrieval of waste from the single shell tanks could lead to
as much leakage as has leaked to date. Fran stated that using sluicing to retrieve waste could
cause that to happen. However, the Hanford Tanks Initiative is looking at four alternative
technologies (two trawlers and two articulating arms) which would retrieve waste without high
pressure sluicing. Suzanne Dahl added that DOE conducted barrier studies as part of the TPA
and found there was technical uncertainty about whether the barriers would overlap and provide

the necessary protection. That is why there was a shift to an in-tank technology that would not
require as much water.

Bob Larson questioned whether the privatization contractors have a melter that is proven to
vitrify the waste. Jackson Kinzer responded that the privatization contractors have given DOE
their design work for the treatment plants and this is being evaluated by a group of experts to
determine the viability of their processes and equipment. Both contractors have made glass in
other parts of the world and are proposing the best technology they have. Todd Martin
questioned how the melters can be proven technologies when they have not been used on the

type of waste at Hanford, to this scale, and have had problems vitrifying waste at other facilities
in the United States.

Merilyn Reeves questioned whether the 13 percent of waste that will be vitrified in the first phase
of the privatization work will reduce the highest risk of curies and radioactivity. Fran said that
the 13 percent will include higher than average risk. A fair portion of it will be from the aging
tanks which hold 20 to 25 percent of the curies. Suzanne Dahl added that the 13 percent will

include 6 tanks on the flammable gas watch list and 90 percent of the radionuclides in the double
shell tanks.
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AGENDA ITEM #?+ TANY¥ WASTE REMEDIATION SY! . ..M WORKSHOP
(CONTINUED)

Maxine Dakins, Idaho CAB, offered her perspective on the tank waste remediation effort which
is ongoing at Hanford. At the Idaho Site, the proposed path forward is to separate hig level
waste into high and low activity components. The draft EIS has not been published, but there is
a framing of issues for this approach. One of the questions is how should Idaho address the low
activity component. Eventually, an implementable solution will be supported, but there must be
a balance of the costs and risks. The second issue for Idaho is the hazardous components in the
waste. Will glass be sent to Yucca Mountain or will it be treated with grout? The third issue is

do not do anything that is not retrievable. The path forward document is discussing disposal of
low level grout back into the tanks, which will not be retrievable.

Dieter Knecht, Idaho CAB, reported that Idaho built stainless steel tanks rather than carbon steel
tanks so their tank waste was kept acidic and Idaho does not have to deal with sludge or salt
cake. Idaho also developed a calcine process for the waste which reduced the amount of waste
seven times. Scier s now believe that the m¢  effective »#° fortres”™ I v is to
redisolve the calcit ) separate :w: 3. West Valley does h drums  _ b>ut that can be
removed which might provide an option for Idaho’s treatment of its waste. A concern for both
Hanford and Idaho is the hazardous materials in the tank wastes. Plans for the Yucca Mountain

repository include not allowing hazardous materials in it so an alternative repository will have to
be found unless its permit is changed.

Chuck Rice, chair of the Idaho CAB, also provided the Board with some ideas for the treatment
of wastes. The biggest obstacle to privatization is DOE’s management; the agency must have
technically competent people in charge of waste management and cleanup. Hanford should
remember that one of the proposed privatization contractors, Lockheed Martin Atomic Energy
Systems (LMAES), is part of the corporation that had problems with the treatment of waste in Pit
9 at Idaho. While characterizing the wastes in the pits and trenches is extremely difficult, Pit 9
was the best characterized area, had records of materials disposed there, as well as workers still
working on the site who knew what was disposed there. The Board must ensure that the
regulators and Governor require that the TPA is fully implemented.

Suzanne Dahl stated that there will be several readiness to proceed actions that must take place:
(1) DOE must be ready to proceed, (2) the contractors must be ready to proceed, and (3) the
privatization contractors must be ready to proceed. Jackson Kinzer stated that the overall
authorization to proceed will be made up of approximately 12 actions, including actions from
DOE-Headquarters. The privatization contractors will be looked at for financial and technical
viability and price reasonableness. During contract negotiations, there will be redistribution of
risk between the government and the contractors. A recommendation is scheduled to be given to
Secretary Pefia on April 22. However, there has been some discussion at DOE-Headquarters that
more time will be required to review the recommendation. Congressional staff have also been
asking questions and they are unsure if they will be able to review the proposals within 30 days.
Even if an additional month is taken, DOE will still be able to meet the TPA commitment of July
1 for making a decision if one or both privatization contractors should be chosen.
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and Hanford might be receiving an additional $15 million of funding for FY98 which will go to
pumping tanks and vadose zone studies.

Bob Larson noted that there is a great likelihood that only one contractor will be chosen and if
so, will that cause a problem for the program. Jackson responded that while two contractors are
best, one will be adequate. The reason for this response is that the contractors are proposing
options for expanding the capacity of their plants within the same footprint which might allow
DOE to make up the treatment capacity if only one contractor is chosen. Harold Heacock
congratulated LMH on the logic prepared for readiness to proceed as one of the better job
analyses completed at Hanford in quite some time. He asked if in DOE’s review of the
privatization proposal, there are any gaps, high risk areas, or technical areas that could cause a
delay. Jackson could not respond specifically because the proposals are still under review, but
there have been some generic concerns about trace elements in the waste and how to handle
them. The contractors have both taken samples of the waste and said it can be treated, but they

have analytical and experimental equipment or processes currently under evaluation in order to
reduce that risk.

Shelley Cimon, Oregon Hanford Waste Board (State of Oregon), questioned how much
flexibility there is in the negotiations with the privatization contractors. Jackson responded that
the most difficult part of the negotiations will be the financial construct so that the government
gets the best buy. The contractor has to have confidence in what it is doing and demonstrate that
confidence by putting some of the corporation’s own money into the project. The negotiations
will be completed and provided to the Secretary by April 22.

Norma Jean Germond, Oregon League of Women Voters (Public-at-Large), questioned whether
there is confidence in the rest of the tank waste that after the first 13 percent of the waste is
delivered and treated, there will not be delay in the retrieval of the remaining tank waste.
Jackson stated that there are a number of tanks have been characterized and the challenge is in

how to retrieve the waste without using the current practice of sluicing. The Hanford Tanks
Initiative should help meet this challenge.

Jerry Peltier questioned whether DOE-RL, DOE-HQ and Congress have the technical expertise
to evaluate the proposals being offered by the privatization contractors. Jackson noted that DOE-
RL has retained experts from around the country so that the various technical and financial
components of the proposals will be adequately reviewed. To educate the Congressional staff,
DOE has brought consultants with it to Washington, D.C., in order to educate the staffers.
Merilyn Reeves asked whether the experts are working together as teams or one expert looking at
one component of the proposal and offering advice on just that part. Jackson responded that
teams of experts are concentrating on specific aspects of the proposals. They are reviewing
segments of the submittals in a way that will result in the synergy of a team, but reviewers will

be focusing on areas of their expertise. The plan is for all the reviewers to come together as a
group and concur on the final decision.

Chuck Rice noted that the selection and negotiation of the privatization contractors will probably
proceed smoothly. The area to be careful is in the management and oversight of the contracts.
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to the guidelines of the request for proposals and stakeholders and regulators are not going to =
participating in the negotiation process. Jeff Luke expressed his support for the Board workir
towards removing the road blocks which are preventing the program from moving forward.

Paige Knight’s utmost concern is DOE’s management of the TWRS program and this is where
the Board should place its focus. Management must be truly responsive to the public. There
should be an oversight committee of the TWRS program, such as the DFNSB. which can be truly
independent and oversee the program. Ben Floyd cautioned that it is too early to debate whe r
privatization will succeed or fail. The Board needs to look at how the program is going to be
managed and focus its efforts over the next several months. The Board needs to say that it wants

to see treatment capacity, the wastes out of the tanks, and a path forward to accomplish these two
things; it cannot say any more than that.

Tom Woods stated that while every organization has good workers who are making a
contribution to moving a project forward and should not be defamed or ridiculed, there are
credibility problems with the ability of DOE’s to manage such a complex project. DOE’s culture
must be changed to recognize that this is not the first di.ucult challenge Hanford has had to face
and that the skills and ability exist within the contractor organizations to solve the problem. The
contractors must remember, however, that the stakeholders, tribes, and governments must be
consulted and given the critical information as the program progresses. The Yakama Indian

Nation’s concept that everything is on loan to current generations from future generations should
be the overarching concept of the WRS program.

Norma Jean Germond supported the Board focusing its concern around the management of the
TWRS program and careful oversight of how the plants will be built and run. Regulatory
oversight is also an issue. While delays may occur so the program can run better, management
must have a good justification why there was a problem and what is being done to correct it. Art
Tackett, Grant and Franklin Counties (Local Government), suggested that if there is truly a
strong concern regarding DOE’s ability to manage the TWRS program, then there may need to
be examination of whether another entity should manage the project. Gordon Rogers (Public-at-
Large) expressed skepticism that there is any alternative other than federal government
management of the TWRS program. While the Board serves its purpose best when it pro' les

critical oversight of the program, that oversight must be constructive, supportive, and focus on
getting on with the treatment of tank wastes.

Merilyn Reeves noted that many people in the Northwest region and in Congress do not realize
that Hanford has no treatment capability. Now may be the time for the Board to get that message
out to the public and Congressional representatives as well as say that further delay is not
acceptable. The Board might want to consider an alternative approach to consensus advice, by

writing a letter to Secretary Pefia to go with the April 22 recommendation on the TWRS
privatization contracts from DOE-RL, that outlines these concerns.

Bob Larson cautioned about getting frustrated while the proposals are under review and cannot
be released to the public. This is normal contracting procedure and there will have to be a
waiting period. He also sugy ted that if the proposals are different than the request for
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Management Corporate Board meeting. Alice stated that representatives from the sites meet
together to determine how much money is allocated to each site and what the issues are across
the complex. DOE-RL has prepared information about life cycle costs if adequate funding is not

provided to Hanford. However, the most frequent response to those costs is why DOE-RL is not
more efficient.

Tim Takaro, University of Washington (University), questioned whether risk is being used in
determining the priority of workscope in the IPL. Alice responded that risks are used in the IPL
process, including risks for the workers, public, and environment. The contractors have looked
at the risk inf  1ation in last year’s IPL and re-~*~ed or updated them based on new information.
Tim requested that this type of information bec provided to the Committee and DOE make a
commitment to that level of dialogue. Tom Woods expressed the Yakama’s concerns with the
way risk is categorized within high, medium, and low. He would recommend that the Board hear
a brief presentation on how risk is conceived in the resource allocation business. Also, the Board
should support that the total life cycle costs be included every time not enov ~ fundin is
received; the consequences of decreasing funding need to be clearly identified. Gordon Rogers
expressed support for the Board review of how risks is integrated in the prioritization process
Greg deBruler questioned why the _ 106 tank pump-out is not included in the FY98 budget, but

identified in FY99. Jon Peschong responded that pumping will begin in FY98 but will continue
into FY99.

Merilyn Reeves expressed concern with committee members representing the Board’s position at
public meetings when they are also representing the position of an organization. This might send
a conflicting message to the attending public. Betty Tabbutt noted that the Public Involvement
Committee discussed the budget public meetings and felt that the role of the Dollars & Sense
Committee members is not to present a position or advice, but to guide the citizens on how to
interpret these budget figures. It should be an interpretative role rather than a position role.
George Kyriazis noted that these items will be discussed during upcoming Committee meetings.

Betty Tabbutt also noted that DOE has initiated two conference calls to plan the public
workshops and some Board members have participated in them. There needs to be a heavy focus
on the values and principles that should guide the budget decision-making process. Pam Brown
noted that the Hanford Communities is working with TCI to host a show on the FY2000 bv et,

including stakeholder interviews, perspectives from the regulators, and information on the p lic
meetings.

AGENDA ITEM #5: “2ENT NUCLE * ™ "UEL PROGRA™"

Pam Brown gave a presentation to the Board on the spent nuclear fuel program (4rtachment 5).
The Health, Safety, and Waste Management Committee has spent a large amount of time
reviewing the program and the tentative April Board agenda includes a workshop ontt  rogram
so members can fully understand its technical, management, and cost challenges. The TPA sets
milestones to achieve fuel removal from the K Basins by 2002 and the implementation plan was
addressed in the Divi3B’s recommendation 94-1. Fuel retrieval is currently targeted to start in
late 1999 with retrieval completed by late 2001. Fuel retrieval was originally scheduled to begin
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Attachments

Attendance Sheets

“1958 — The Seven Y Was' Program” Presentation by Todd Martin
“Hanford Total Spending Summary” Presentation by Alice Murphy
“Draft Letter of Clarification — Medical Monitoring Studies”

“Hanford Spent Nuclear Fuel Project” Presentation by Pam Brown
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